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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1 , 2, 6-1 0 and 1 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being 
anticipated by Burgess (US 2003/0051795). 

Burgess taught that it was known at the time the invention was made to apply 
resin impregnated filaments upon a mandrel wherein the resin impregnated filaments 
are held in place which included the application of a yarn onto the elongate mandrel 
overlying the resin impregnated filaments in order to maintain the resin impregnated 
filaments in position and under tension. The applicant is specifically referred to Figures 
3A and 3B. With respect to the use of impregnated filaments the reference suggested 
that the filaments employed were preimpregnated with resin. Additionally, the reference 
expressly stated that the filaments could be applied in the form of a yarn. The reference 
additionally suggested that multiple layers of filaments were applied upon the mandrel. 
Regarding the use of a ring which is coaxial to and encircles the mandrel with the yarn 
positioned on a spool which is mounted to the ring where the spool orbits about the 
mandrel to apply the yarn circumferentially to the mandrel, the applicant is referred to 
Figures 1, 2, and 4-6 along with the description of the same in the patent. The reference 
taught that more than one ring was provided , see Figure 2 wherein an outer ring and an 
inner ring are provided. The reference additionally suggested that the spool was fixed to 
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a ring witli a bracl<et 31 and tliat tlie ring was rotated about tlie mandrel. The reference 
additionally suggested that the inner ring provided a guide path for the filaments which 
when through the outer and inner rings to be applied. Additionally, the reference taught 
that the inner ring guide was supported with arms which connected the inner ring to the 
outer ring. It should also be noted that the mandrel was recited as translating and 
moving axially past the depositing ring during fiber application as a fiber pass was 
provided. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Burgess 
in view of Philpot et al. 

The reference to Burgess is discussed in detail above in paragraph 2 and 
applicant is referred to the same for a complete discussion of the reference. The 
reference did not include a pin assembly on the mandrel during the winding operation. 
However those skilled in the art at the time the invention was made would have known 
at the time thereof to employ associate a pin ring assembly and/or a slotted groove 
assembly on a mandrel in order to ensure the filaments remain in their proper location 
on the mandrel in the winding operation as taught by Philpot. The use of an additional 
means to ensure that the filaments retained their proper position on the mandrel (and in 
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particular at the end of tlie mandrel where the turn around of the filaments would have 
occurred in the winding operation) would have been obvious to those skilled in the art 
and the use of the mechanism of Philpot would have ensure proper placement of the 
material on the mandrel. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to employ the pin ring/slotted groove ring assemblies 
of Philpot on the mandrel in order to ensure that during the winding operation when the 
filaments reached the end of the mandrel one would have been able to properly retain 
the filaments in their desired position when winding on a discrete mandrel in accordance 
with Burgess. 

5. Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the references as set forth above in paragraph 4 further taken with Hamilton. 

While the references as set forth above clearly expressed that one skilled in the 
art would have provided a pin strip and associated the same with a mandrel in order to 
allow the filaments to be disposed in proper position on the mandrel. To further show 
that those skilled in the art would have incorporated a pin assembly or a plurality of 
slotted grooves on the mandrel to ensure proper placement of the filaments upon the 
mandrel, the reference to Hamilton is cited. At column 1 , lines 20-32, Hamilton clearly 
expressed that a plurality of grooves would have been an art recognized alternative to a 
plurality of peg like projections (pins) to allow the filaments to turn at the ends of the 
winding operation. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to utilize a plurality of grooves (slotted) at the end of the 
mandrel where the fiber turn around was to take place to ensure proper placement of 
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the fibers as tauglit by Hamilton in the process of making a filament wound structure as 
taught above in paragraph 4. 

6. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Burgess 
in view of either one of Drachenberg or Brussee. 

While the reference to Burgess suggested the overall operation, it failed to teach 
that those skilled in the art at the time the invention was made would have incorporated 
an additional winding at the end to ensure the ability to turn the fiber in the opposite 
direction on the mandrel and retain the fiber in its proper position on the end of the 
mandrel. However, processing wherein additional fiber was provided at the end of a 
winding pass in order to retain the fiber in place therein as well as facilitate the fiber turn 
around was known as taught by either one of Drachenberg or Brussee. Either one of 
Drachenberg or Brussee suggested that at the end of a fiber pass where the fibers were 
to be turned and applied to the mandrel in the opposite direction that one skilled in the 
art would have applied a fiber winding about the end of the fibers of the pass to retain 
the same prior to the return to the winding operation in the opposite direction on the 
mandrel or form. More specifically, applicant is referred to fiber 8 which was used to 
retain fiber 6 between passes on the form in Drachenberg and fiber 48 which was used 
to retain fiber 35 between passes on the mandrel or form in Brussee. As it world have 
allowed for changeover in fiber pass from one end of the mandrel to the other, it would 
have been obvious tone of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
utilize a fiber winding at the end of a winding pass to allow for the turn around of the 
fiber winding operation as suggested by either one of Drachenberg or Brussee in the 
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winding operation as tauglit by Burgess for retaining fiber in its desired position on the 
form. 

7. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Burgess 
in view of either one of Baker et al or Smith. 

While the reference to Burgess taught the overall operation including the axial 
movement of the mandrel and the rotation of the ring to apply the fiber to the mandrel in 
the desired orientation (note that there must be relative rotary movement between the 
mandrel and the ring either by rotation of the ring or rotation of the mandrel to allow for 
placement of the fiber material therein), the reference to Burgess failed to teach that the 
mandrel was rotated in the placement of the fiber material thereon. However, those 
skilled in the art would have understood that relative movement between the mandrel 
and the ring would have been provided not only by rotation of the ring where an 
application ring was provided, but also by rotation of the mandrel for application of 
material thereto. More specifically each one of Baker et al or Smith suggested that 
those skilled in the art would have applied fiber material upon a mandrel where the fiber 
was applied from a ring disposed about the mandrel wherein not only did the mandrel 
translate along its axis but it also rotated in order to control the angle of the fiber applied 
to the mandrel. Applicant is referred to column 2, lines 29-35 of Smith and column 2, 
lines 28-40 of Baker et al. As it would have been viewed as an alternative means for 
forming the relative motion between the fiber applying ring and the mandrel to control 
the angle of application, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to rotate the mandrel and leave the application ring in 
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a non-rotated state as suggested by either one of Bal<er et al or Smitli as an alternative 
to rotation of the application ring as taught by Burgess when applying fiber to a mandrel 
to make a composite part. 

8. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Burgess 
in view of either one of McClean or Farris. 

The reference to Burgess is discussed at length above and applicant is referred 
to the same for a complete discussion of the reference. The reference failed to teach 
that the artisan would have provided movement for a fiber applying ring relative to a 
stationary mandrel. It should be noted that Burgess clearly taught the relative movement 
between the mandrel and the application ring by translating the mandrel relative to the 
stationary ring. However, as evidenced by either one of McClean or Farris one skilled in 
the art would have understood that the relative movement between an applicator ring 
and a mandrel could not only be provided by translation of the mandrel but also by 
reciprocation of the application ring where the mandrel was not translated past the ring 
as taught by either one of McClean or Farris. As such would have been viewed as a 
functional equivalent alternate expedient for the provision of the relative motion 
necessary to apply the filamentary material at an angle to the mandrel, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
employ the movement and reciprocation of the application ring in Burgess instead of the 
translation of the mandrel therein as such was an art recognized technique for providing 
relative movement as suggested by McClean or Farris. 
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9. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Burgess 
in viewof McLain. 

McLain taught that it was known at the time the invention was made to employ 
resin impregnated filament which were applied to the mandrel in the manufacture of the 
composite article, however there is no indication that the impregnation operation 
included the use of an impregnating box (an impregnation bath) during the impregnation 
operation to coat the fibers (preimpregnate) prior to winding. However, in the application 
of fibers to a mandrel with an application ring disposed about the mandrel, it was known 
to coat the fibers with resin in a resin bath prior to their introduction on the mandrel as 
taught by McLain. More specifically, applicant is referred to Figures 6, 8, and 10 for 
example where the fibers were introduced into a resin bath and coated with the resin 
prior to application to the mandrel with the ring type of applicator (guide). As Burgess 
suggested that the material was impregnated in the winding operation and McLain 
provided a suitable means to impregnate the fibers, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the resin bath of 
McLain in the process of making the filament wound article in the process of Burgess in 
order to provide impregnated fibers in the operation. 

10. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Burgess 
in view of Japanese Patent 55-128431 . 

Burgess is cited above and applicant is referred to the same for a complete 
discussion of the reference. The reference failed to teach that those skilled in the art 
would have included rollers which pressed the filaments against the mandrel during 
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application of the same to the mandrel for forming the wound article. However, those 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made would have known to incorporate 
rollers which pressed the fibers against the mandrel wherein the use of rollers not only 
ensured adequate placement of the fibers to the mandrel but it also would have ensured 
that any excess resin was removed from the resin impregnated fibers by squeezing the 
resin out from between the mandrel and the rollers as taught by Japanese Patent '431 . 
Applicant is referred to Figure 8, rollers 16 which pressed the resin impregnated fibers 
against the mandrel during application. It should be noted that after application with the 
rollers additional fiber material was applied with an applicator ring 17. As it would have 
provided one with a means to ensure that the proper amount of resin was left with the 
fibers which were applied to the mandrel, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to employ the pressing rollers of 
Japanese Patent 55-128431 in order to provide proper placement and removal of 
excess resin when applying filaments to a mandrel in Burgess for making a composite 
fiber reinforced wound article. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeff Aftergut whose telephone number is 571-272-1212. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:30-4:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on 571-272-1226. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/JeffH.Aftergut/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1791 
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